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May 6, 2002

My. Dan Ray

CALFED Bay Delta Program
Suite 1416 Mth Street, Suite 630
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: CALFED Bay-Dehia ERP PSP
Lower Mokelumrie River Restoration Program
Woodbridge Fish Passage Improvement Project; Phase 243
Proposal Number 233

Dear Mr. Ray,

We request that you reconsider the CALFED Selection Panel’s recommendation for the
above project and the project a higher priority, and reclassify it from *Not Recommended
to either “Above Average” or Superior”, to be funded “AS 187, or “In Part, if full funding
is not available. The basis for this request is that the CALFED Selection Panel must not
have been aware of the CALFED requirement that the LMRRP design the project with the
dizect involvement Federal and State fishery agencies. The agencies and the LMRRP
sponsors selected the best design alternative from 14 alternatives studied over a Two year

period.

The Selection Panel stated that: “Other, less costly options are available and should be
explored. The technical team in reviewing this proposal suggested exploring restoring the
river 1o its original channel to facilitate an on-river fish screen option at the head of the
existing diversion channel would provide betrer biological benefits at less cost.”

A look at Woodbridge’s original project (1997) proposal shows that a very similar design
was initially proposed except for filling in the dredge cut channel. A CALFED mandated
condition of the first funding agreement required Woodbridge to conduct a *Preliminary
Alernatives Assessment and to negotiate the preferred project with NMFS, USFWS,
USBR, CDFG, EBMUD, and the City of Lodi 1o select the aliernative that best met the
needs of the fishery and concerns of all parties. We did, it rook two years and an
enormous amount of work. During this period, engineers and biologists from NMFS,
USFWS, CDFG, Woodbridge and Lodi attended monthly meetings and put hundreds of
hours in correcting fish passage problems a1 Woodbridge. Local recreational and wildlife
groups spent an enormous amount of time promoting the project at Salmon Festivals and
project events. It does not seem reasonable that the Selection Panel can surmmarily
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Mr. Dan Ray, CALFED
May 6, 2002

overturn the results of such a considered-and CALFED required procedure and re-design
the project. Their decision fo disregard the results of the CALFED process imposed upon
Woodbridge requiring the agencies to guide the design and approve the proposed project
makes it a meaningless exercise that should not be impoesed on applicants or the
participating agencies.

The evaluation further states that, “This project would be rated higher if the applicant
contributed a significant cost-share portion of the project {on the order of 50%). The
50% cost share was not a requirement in the PSP, and to our knowledge, few project
funded marched CALFED with 50% of their own LOCAL funds. Some of the fish
passage projects funded by CALFED were matched with CVPIA funds or other
federal/state grant funds, but minimal local funds. The LMRRP proposed a local applicant
cost chare of $600,000 toward the project.

The LMRRP proposed project was rated very high the regional review panel, and was
given high praise and recommendations but given a low ranking by the CALFED
Technical Team. There is no support for the lowest ranking of “NOT Recommended” at
the bottom of the list. There are NQ serious deficiencies, or deficiencies of any kind; there
are no significant regional impediments; and no cause for significant administrative
concerns. If the concern is a question of cost, CALFED could have funded the project in
part. The project was presented in the PSP as capable of being built in phases if full
funding was not available. If the concern was a question of cost share, CALFED could
have proposed that WID and Lodi pay for a greater portion of the project cost a

condition of funding either part or all of the project.

The LMRRP project is fully designed and permirted, ready to be constructed. Over a four
year period, CALFED prioritized and awthorized $2.6 miltion project spent on design,
engineering and permirting. Why did CALFED spend tax dollars on engineering this
project and give up on the construction of the LMRRP project? Funding a portion or all
of the LMRRP could give CALFED higher credibility on its ability 1o follow through on
building large complex projects (where CALFED is playing a major role) and assure tax
payers that precious tax pay dollars are not being wasted. The LMRRP project supporters
have work tirelessly to gain strong local, county and regional support for this project. We
urge you to reconsider funding for this project and restore its priority status.

Very Truly Yours,
Anders Christensen, Manager
Woodbridge Irrigation Distriet
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Senatar Biamre Feinstein
Hashingtor B, &
October 2, 2001

Mt. Dan Ray

(Grant Coordinator

CALFED

1416 9th Street

Swuite 630

Sacramento, Califormia 95814 S - - S e

Dear Mr. Ray:

1 am writing in support of a grant application submitied by the Woodbridge Irrigation
District to the CALFED Bay Delra Program, 2002 Proposal Solicitation Package.

The Woodbridge lrrigation District is seeking this funding in order 1o provide for
improved fish passage and habirar along the tributaries and main stem of the San Joaquin river.
This project will serve to address community needs in the areas of water quality, flood control,
pumping faciliries, public safety and recreation. The proposed project has been underiaken with a
variety of agencies, making it a valuable und viable parnership. | hope you will give this
application your every consideration.

Thank vou in advanee for your assistance with this matter. I would appreciate being
informed of any decision that you reach regarding this proposal. If you have any questions, please
do not hesitate to contact me or Juliette de Campos in my Fresno office at (539) 485-7430.

With warmest personal regards.

Sincerely yours,

" .,--f”:

_ = 5 1 ¢
Dianne Feinstein

Unpired States Senator

[T L RSP I PR T LTt L S VALY
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Mr. Dan Ray
CALFED Bay Delta Program
1416 Sth St. Suite 630
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dzar Mr. Ray,

Tt has come to my autention that CALFED has given the Lower Mokelumne River Restoration
Program a “not recommended” rating in the 2002 CALFED Funding PSP.

The Woodbridge Irrigation District has been working with all the state and federal agencies
over the past years to develop this project. They have taken all the recommendations from the
fishery agencies and implemented them in the proposed plan, however; now CALFED has
decided they do not agree with the project after years of suppart of the project.

This project is fully designed and permitied. With the proper funding this project would
benefit the farmers and residents of Lodi and the fish that use the Mokelumne River for
habitat. I strongly urge you to reconsider your rating of “not recommended” and change it1o
an “above average or superior raling.

Sincerely,

Richard Pombe
Member of Congress
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222 EAST WEBEA AVENUE
JACK A. SIEGLOCK ROCM 701
MEMBER STOCKTON, CALIFQRMIA 85202
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS TELEPHONE (209) 468-3113
FOURTH DISTRICT FAX: (208) 468-3894
DENISE WARMERDAM

Legistalive AS2ISTANT

May 9, 2002

Mr. Par Ray

CALFED Bay Delta Program
1416 9 Sirect, Suite 630
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Dear Mr. Ray:

T am writing you in regard to my conunucd strong support for funding of the
Lower Mokelumne River Restoration Program (LMRRP) by CALFED.

Pleasc find artached numerous letiers of support from the San Joaquin County
Board of Supervisors

As the Tepresentative from the area in which the project would be constructed, 1
appreciate the many benefirs from the LMRRE including’ improved fish passagc,
improved watcr quality, assistance with flood conrrol, fish and wildlife restoration,
and recreanon.

As a representanve on all of San Joaquin County’s water commitices, I am pleased
10 report the non-controversial namure of the project and high degree of countywide
support.

In view of the LMRRP"s benefits, countywide suppert, CALFED’s support for
four years, and since the project is fully designed and permined, 1 would appreciatc
full or partial funding for the project. Morcover, I would appreciate the rating for the
LMRRP being changed to “Supgrior”

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions regarding my
SUppOrT 3t (209) 468-3113. -

Sincerely, &
CK A SIEGLOC
Skpervisor, Distnicr i pur

Ce: Anders Christenscn, Manager
Woodbridge Lirigation District
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209 EAST WEBER AVENUE
ROOM 707
STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 55202

TELERROME (209) 568-3113
Fax. (209) 458-3634

DEnSE WARMERDAM
| aqslalive ASSHETANL

Seprember 12, 2001

Mr. Anders Christensen, Manager
Woodbridge Irrigation Distict

18777 North Lower Sacramenro Road
Woodbridge, Ca. 93258

Dear Mr. Chrisiensen:

This letier is to Voice my support for your application for $20 million of CALFED
Funding of the Lower Mokelumne River Restoration Program from the CALFED 2002
Proposal Salicitation Package.

As the County Supervisor representing the area in which the project would be
constructed, I appreciate the many benefits from the LMRRP including: improved fish
passage, improved water quality, assistance in flood control, fish and wildlife restoration,
recrearion and the preservarion of Lodi Lake.

As a represeniative on many San Joaquin Commty water commitiees, [ am pleased 10
note the high degree of support your praject has received countywide

Tn view of the numerous benefits of the LMRRP, T continue 10 strongly support your
request for funding from CALFED for the benefit of the area, county and stare.

Please do not hesitate 1o comtact me if you have any questions regarding my support at
(209) 468-9699.

= e

?incggely, Y

AL
. ; y .'/

JACK A. SIEGLOCK:
Supervisor, District Four
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May 11, 2000

CALFED Bay-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1143
Sacramento, California 95814

SUBJECT:

T-864

P.008/018 F-371

EVWARD A, SIMAS
CHAIRMAN

THIRD DESYRICT

JACK A MEGIOCK
VICF CLHAIRMAN
FOUmTH DISTRICT

FILYE GUTIFRRE?
FIeyt DISTRICT

DARIOD L, MARENCD
SECOMNIY pUSTRINT

ROBERT ). CABRAL
FWFTIE DISTRe T

LETTER OF SUPPORT FOR THE LOWER MOKELUMNE RIVER

RESTORATION PROGRAM

Gentlemen:

The San Joaquin County

The funding for the completion of t

Board of Supervisors supporis the
River Restoration Program, ay heing led and developed by ¢
[rrigation Distriet. The Board
Grant Application for Fiscal Y

Lawer Mokclumne
he Woodbridge
urges the CALFED to finance the §700,000
car 2001 funding of this program.

he engineering design and prioritization

study will help bring this important environmental project to a successful

camplction. The project has the benefit of providing impartant fishery-rearing
habvitat wnd local reerentional lacilities. "The public would be greatly served hy
providing these two joint henefits,

Your support of this important Grant Applitation i appreclated.

S

E
Boar
Third District

ARD A A

EAS: JWP:1o

CALIEIMUOODRTG | TR

¢: Anders Christensen, General Manager
Woodbridge Irrigation District

Manuel Lopez, Director of Public Warks

dof Supcrvimrs

Alnnan
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‘ e A2 EAST WEBER AVEUE
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- s St MELBER STOZETON CALIFOAMA 95202
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FiFTH DiSTAICT

VICHIE MELLO
Leg.clanve Acsician
Juna 30, 1999 )

Ms. Wendy Halverson Martin
Restoration Coordinator
CALFED Bay-Delta Program
416 Ninth Street, Suite 115
Sacramento, Calfornia 95814

.
SUBJECT: CALFED BAY-DELTA PROGRAM ECOSYST EM RESTORATION PROJECTS
D=2ar Ms. Helverson Martin:

vJa have raceived the 1999 proposzls recommended for funding under the CALFED Bay-Delta
Ecosystem Restoration Project. We find there ar2 six projects recommended for funding in 52n Joaquin
County. These projects are shown on the abstractied summary sheet, which has bean abstracted from
the toiel list of projects. While we were informed of some of these projects, no action has bean taken
6n behzif of the water interests or the Board of Supervisors in regard to suppart or non-suppot of the

projecis, Tnis process appears to be extremely flawed in that a program could be spproved which is
not consisient with other programs going on within the County.

Of the projects racommended for funding, we find there are twa projects which we do not suppart.
These projscts are titled "Linked Hydrogeomorphic Fcosystem Models to Support Adaptive Management,
Consumnes-Mokalumne Paired Basin®, This program does nat app2ar to provide tangible banefits in the
form of hasitat of flood control and does not appear to protect or propagaie fish or wildlifa.

Wa 2lso find the project titled "Dissolved Organic Carbon Release from Dalta Wetlands, Pt 1"tobe a
program that will duplicate information which 15 ta be producad through the ongeing enviranmental
znalysis being performed in connection with tha State Water Resources Cantrol Board's review of the
Delta Wetlznds Project. This maney could well be used for a more beneficial project. :
There are twa projects that did nat raceive a recommendation for funding that are of importance to this
County. These projects are the “Lower Mokelumne River Restoration Program” and the "Banta-Carbona
Irrigation District Positive Barrier Fish Screen,” Both of these projects would provide positive benefits to

ths Delta Fcasystem and tha long-term benefits fo the water interests within San Joaguin County, We
request thet you reconsider the funding of these two projects.

If you have any questions regarding the detalls of these prajects, please contact John W. Pulver, Water
Resouices Coordinator, at (209) 468-3089.

Sinceral

ROBERT J. CABRAL
{hairman of the Board of Supervisors

RIC:IWP.gn

V. &SP Gl

C: Henry M. Hirata, Director of Public Works
John W. Pulver, Water Resources Coardinatar
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JON A MYERS
GER OF E& CES
Mr. Dan Ray AT 10y 207 1121

Mipolz{FaDMud COM

CALFED Bay Delra Program
1416 9™ St, Suite 630
Sacramento, CA 93814

SUBIECT: Lower Mokelumne River Restoration Plan
Dear Mr. Ray:

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) has been cooperaning with the

Woodbridge Irngation District (WID) and the City of Lodi 1o develop and implement the
Lower Mokelumne River Restoration Program (LMRRP) to improve {ish passage at
Woodbridge Dam. Qver the past four years, CALFED has invested $2,600,000 in the design.
engineering. and perminting for this project, which 1s now fully designed and permiried.
Response 1o public scoping meetings and outreach events has been a strong support for the
proposed new dam and fish passage facilities and public recreation enhancements.
Consequently, we were very disappointed to learn thar the CALFED Selection Panel did not
recommend the LMRRP for further funding, and even more disappointed that the panel gave a
“Not Recommended” raring for this project proposal subminted under the CALFED 2002 PSP.

As the Regional Panel noted, technical experts from EBMUD, National Marine Fisheries
Service, US Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and Game, Woodbridge
Trrigarion District, and the Ciry of Lodi worked cooperatively 1o develop a design to provide
the best fish passage conditions while meeting the irrigation requirements of WID and the
recreation and aesthetic needs of the City of Lodi. Other aliernatives were explored through
the Preliminary Alternatives Assessment Process, but none of these aliematives would meet
the needs of all parties.

Based on the proven technology of this project, the strong local, regional, and agency support,
and the significant ecosystem- based benefits of the project, EBMUD believes the project
deserves an “Above Average” or “Superior” rating. Either of these ratings would be
consistent with CALFEDs recent support of this project.

Thank vou for this opportunity to comment on the Selection Panel’s recommendations. We
strongly encourage CALFED to consider funding the project in some small part, if full
funding is not available ut this ime, so thar progress on this restoration program can continue
with a combination of CALFED and local funding. The project proposal was developed so
that individual segments of the project could be funded separately.

Very truly yours,

lon A. Myers, Manager
atyral Resources Department

F75 ELEVENTH STREET . QAKLAND . €A 40R7T-#240 . FAX (5101 287-1275
PO BOX 2408k | OAKLAND . CA 34623-1065
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April 26, 2002

Mr. Dan Ray

CALFED Bay Delta Program
1416 97 Street, Suite 630
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Ray,

We urge you to recansider the rating for the Lower Makelumne River Restoration
Program(LMRRP) from “Not Recommendad” 10 *Above Average or Superior.”
There was a proven commitment by the LMRRP to wark with Federal and State
Fishery agencies to develap the agreed upen pian from the Preliminary
Alternatives Assessment Report, which was mandated by CALFED prior to the
design and permitting.

LMRRP has been a priority of CALFED, which has spent $2.6 million in four
years on design, engineering and permitting. The LMRRP is fully designed and
permitted, ready to be consiructed. It is now time to build and for CALFED to
finish the pracess which had begun four years aga and fund the project.
Haowever, if full funding is not available, CALFED could fund the project "in part’
by funding the Dam Wair or the Fish Sereen at Woodbridge canal.

Protecting our environment and habitat is impertant to this agricuitural based
community. The Lower Mokslumne River Restoration Pragram has strong local,
county and regional support. We urge CALFED fo finish the commitment, which
bagan four years ago, and change the rating to “Above Average to Superior.”
This program is not deserving of a "Not Recommended.”

B%egams,

icas Moyee’
Enca Moyer

Executive Director

P.012/018  F-37T1
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STOKES FARMS

Mr. Dar Gray

CALFED Bay Delta Program
1416 9™ St. Suite 630
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: LMRRP

Dear: Mr. Gray

T am writing this letter with great concern over the decision that was made in
regards 10 the LMRRP * Not recommended™ rating. As a concerned Taxpayer and Wine
Grape Grower in the LMRRP area, the rating of this project should be reconsidered 1o the
above average or Superior rating. The LMRRP has worked in great detail with State and
Federal Fishery agencies to develop a plan that could be beneficial to all. The LMRRP is
in the final stages of design and permit, ready for construction with over 2.6 million
dollars spent during this phase. The question I have for you Mr. Gray is, if CALFED was
willing 1o fund 2.6 million dollars to develop a project and give it a “Not recommended”
rating, how is it that they WISELY spend their money? The LMRRP has strong local,
county and regional support and needs to be built. A project such as this may change the
image of CALFED from a “study it to death and do nothing™ (o a long-term restoration
project that would be beneficial to all.

Thank o
o Y

Bill Srokes
Stokes Farms

Phone 209-794-2515 » Fax 209-794-2652
7581 West Kile Road + Lodi, California 95242-0655
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April 23, 2002
Mr. Dan Ray
CALFED Bay Delta Program

1416 9" Streer, Suite 630
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: 2002 CALFED Funding PSP
Lower Mokelumne River Restoration Program

Dear Mr. Ray:

Since 1998, Winzler & Kelly has served the Woodbridge Irrigation District as design
consuliants for civil, structural, architectural, mechanical, and electrical designs for the dam
and fish ladder elements of the subject project. As Project Manager for that work, I can speak
1o the diligence with which this team accommodated the design criteria required by regulatory
agencies representing the spirit of the Endangered Species Act. Regulatory agencies
participating in monthly design progress meetings included the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation,
U.S. Fish & Wildlife, Narional Marine Fisheries, and California State Fish & Game. It was our
charge 1o procure an operating facility thar allowed the District 1o divert its water rights
entitlement, consider fload control issues of the City of Lodi, and meet the fisheries criteria set
down by the regulatory agencies, all at reasonable cost. We were recently notified by the
District that CALFED has rejected its application for construction funds for this project.

During design development, the LMRRP team of engineers and biologists from Federal and
State agencies, together with the City of Lodi and the Distrier, grudied 14 project aliernatives
(Preliminary Aliernatives Assessment Report 2000) and selected the project detailed in the
District’s funding application as the best project to meet operating requirements and comply
with the spirit of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Following two years of design, wherein the design team worked closely with all of the
abovementioned regnlatory agencies and East Bay Municipal Utility Distnct to accommodate
minimum fisheries requirements, the Woodbridge Irrigation District submitied its application
for project construction funds in December 2001. This application provided CALFED with a
project, divided into three independently fundable projects, all or part of which could be funded
withour affecting the Districts right to divert seasonal irrigation waters. The application made
clear the flexibility of funding options that ranged from $12 million to $32 million. Comments
from the Fish Screen and Passage Technical Review commiltee included the following:

“The project applicant has worked rirelessly with state and federal agencies to develop a design thar will meet
the needs of al} parties: the system capacity wil not prevent the irrigation district from faking their entitled
warer right; the Ciry of Lodi will be able to maintain their parks lake elevation at the prescribed value; riverside
land owners witl not have their vards flooded by high reservoir elevations in summer rime; out-migrating fish
will be able 1o follow the rivers current to the dam when the Jow level fish screen is in use; a significant

~ Creative Solurions for Over 50 Years ™
417 Monnaumery Strect, Sude 600, 3an Francees, CA 93104-2704
el 4132834970 fun 413 233 4940
W w-ﬁl‘u.l-L.\.uus
-
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predation problem should be eliminared; the existing screens bypass sysiem does not facilitate imely passage
due to poor entrance conditions, small pipe diameter, and floating debris; and adult migrating, fish will gamn
easier passage.”

By conclusion of the design, all agencies involved in development of both criteria and design
had agreed upon the content of the final product. The project as designed met the criteria
required by participating regulatory agencies.

The CALFED Evaluation Swmmary Rating provided four categonies: “Superior”, “Above
Average”, "Adequate”, and “Not Recommended.” The LMRRP received a CALFED rating of
“Not Recommended” with the comment that the District should explore . . restoning the river
10 its original channel 1o facilitate an on-river screen option at the head ol the existing
diversion channel which would provide better biological benefits at less cost.” This option was
one of the 14 alternatives considered early by the District’s design 1eam and was rejected as
unacceptable by fish biologists from participating regulatory agencies.

In undertaking this project, the Woodbridge Irrigation District has pursued the following goals:

1. Provide a new diversion structure acceptable 1o the jurisdictional review of the
California Department of Water Resources, Division of Safery of Dams.

2. Improve upstream fisheries in the Mokelumne River by constructing a fish passage
facility that reflects state-of-the-art design to enhance safe passage of endangered
species while minimizing the mfluence of predators.

3. Meet the minimum requirements of all regulatory agencies having jurisdiction.
4. Provide WID with a safe operating facility for diversion of its water right entitlemen.

As designers with no vested interest, having considered both project economics and the spirit
of the ESA, we are profoundly perplexed by CALFED s rating of “Not Recommended.” This
was a “win-win® project encompassing features that would significantly enhance the fisheries
upstream of Woodbridge and provided CALFED with construction options wherein even the
minimum project would dramatically improve habitat conditions on the river. By rejecting the
project, everyone looses. The District is forced to operate a diversion structure that has come
under critical scrutiny by DSOD and fish passage facilities that don’t represent current
technology for ladder designs.

We urge CALFED 10 reconsider its rating of the LMRRP application and fund one or more of
the construction options as designed for improvement of in-stream conditions affecting
endangered species.

Sincerely,
WIN R & KELLY
Lo

0. Glover, P.E.



May=16-2002 07:52am  From=-CALFED T-964 P.016/018 F-371

& FISHPRO
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May 3, 2002

Mr. Dan Ray

CALFED Bay Delta Program
1416 9" Suire 630
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Lower Mokelumne River Restoration Program

Dear Mr. Ray,

It has come 10 our attention that the subject project was not recommended to be funded in the
2002 CALFED Funding PSP. This project shouid be rated as Superior and be wholly or partiatly

funded for the following reasons:

All invalved Srare and Federal Regulatory Agencies have approved the project with proveciion of
ESA listed fish being of paramouni concern.

There may be legal issues involved relarive w Federal law if a funding priorily was established
by CALFED thur will preveny this Regulatory Agency approved ESA related fish protection

program, in Whole or in part, v proceed.

The project is design complete and can proceed in whole, or in phases, 10 provide tangible
benefit to the fisheries resources.

The adrernatives to 1he proposed project were all evaluated, assessed and refined 10 the present
approved configuration by experienced Stare, Federal and Private 1echnical/biological

professionals ar a significant level of investment cOSIS.

The fishery resource in the Lower Mokelumne River is significant and well supported; CALFED
priorities should reflect this based on these basic facts.

Very Truly Yours,

C&ﬂfﬁf Ef‘(émﬁd—

Edward E. Donahue, PE
Vice President

FISHPRO, wNee,  + 3780 5 E Ml Adl Drive # Port Orchard, WA 98384 = Fox 360/871.4460 = Fhone R60/871.2727
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May 4, 2002

Mr. Dan Ray

CALFED Bay Delta Program
1416 9th St. Suite 630
Sacramemo, CA 95814

Dear Sir:

Tt has come to my attention that CALFED has determined to place a *“Not Recommended”
designation for the year 2002 funding for the Lower Mokelumne River Restoration Program
(LMRRP). As I have been very much involved with the development of LMRRY plans for
this project and a person that has been associated with protection of the fishery resources of
The Pacific Coust for more than forty years, [ urge youto recansider this decision.

The LMMRP has been a CALFED priority project for the past four years. Over $2.6 million
has been spent on planning, design, engincering, andd permiting in order 1o provide a project
that will protect and enhance fish and wildlifs for the citizens of Califorma and the United
Spates. The allinclusive project was recommended by the LMRRP Technical Group thar
oversaw the development and design. This group consists of Local, State and Federal
Agencies cluding NMFS, USFWS, USBR, EBMUD, CDFG, City of Lodi, and Woodbridge
Trrigation Diswict. These entities have developed a toral plan that will, if implemented,
provide the maximum protection and the grealest benefit for the fishery resource. However, it
has been purposcly designed such that individual porions of the overall plan may be
construcied to better facilitate funding. This provides the opportunity for more critical areas of
fish and wildlife protection to be accomplished as quickly as possible, while those items of
less importance may be construcied whenever funds become available. This flexibility was
essenmial in the development of the design in order o afford the finding agencics the
opporuumity fund the project m an item-hy-item method.  The LMRRP proposal must not be
1aken as an all-or-nothing project-

The two most important parts of this project are (1) the fish screen ar the entrance of the WID
canal and (2) the Dam Weir and adolr fish passage siructures associated with . The
immediare funding of these structures is essential for the protection of fish movement through
the area. The following provides a hrief list of reasons why the prompt rehabilitation of these
facilities 1s necessary.

«  WID Canal Screen

a4 Screen is out of comphance with present CDFG and NMES requirements
for water diversion structures located in streams with salmonids.

b. Fish transportation pipe out of compliance with present CDFG and NMFS
requirements for fish transportation structures for salmonids.



May=16-2002 07:53am  From=-CALFED T-964 P.018/018 F-3T1

® Page? May 4. 20q2
c. Existing screen structure was poorly designed and causes delays in
downstream movement of fish

d. Existing screen structure in poor state of repair and injurious 1o fish.

e. Counring of fish is non-existent which causes problems with management
of the resource.

f ESD listing requires compliance with screen TEQUIrements.
¢ Dam Weir and associated adult fish facilities
4 Door fish artraction into the existing fish ladder entrance.
b. False amraction into the spillway area by dam leakage causing unnecessary
delay in upsiream migration and injuries/mortality to fish.
c. Poorly designed fish ladder causing delays in upstream migration.

d. Adul fish counting is non-existent, which causes problems with
management of the resource.

e. DownstTeam migranis are swept over the existing spillway structure info a
debris/toe protection area that is injurious o fish.

£  Under existing conditions predator conirol is impossible.

The project lends jtself 10 being constructed in sepments and has the sirong support of local,
county, stare, and federal entities. The technical team has developed a design that meers the
needs of the fishery resource and allows WID to take iIs water entitlemens. The design also
allows a rcasonable development of the total project that can be accomplished in steps
according 1o priorities and funding. The project is fully designed and permitted, ready 10 be
constructed.

Due to the urgency of necessary modifications required for the protection of the fishery
resource associated with this projeet | am urging CALFED to reconsider their
recommendations for the year 2002. it is imperarive that some funding be made available so

that the most important parts of this project are constructed as soon as possible. The Lower
Mokelumne River Restoration Program should be changed to “Above Average of Supenior”.

Sincerely,

%{«7.,& _f,ﬂ,m:ﬂ?;‘/ﬂj

loseph D. McMichael, P.E.
Civil (Fisheries) Engneer



